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DETAILED ACTION 

This is a Final Rejection for application no. 10/702,093 in response to the 
amendment filed March 10, 2008. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed March 10, 2008 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. The Applicant argues the prior art fails to disclose the claim 
limitation: 

Means for checking the reference background with respect to non-homogeneity, 
wherein the reference background is rejected as non-valid only if the non- 
homogeneity detected within a predetermined variance distance falls below a 
predetermined level and the reference background is otherwise classified as 
valid. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Honeywell describes the use of the device to 
monitor security zones which is defined by a user (Page 23 Line 31- Page 24 Line 5). 
When a new reference image is captured, Honeywell teaches the determining if the 
reference image is valid (Page 26 Lines 3-1 1 ). Each security zone is provided a 
window analyzer for validating the reference image (Page 32 Lines 3-1 2). Honeywell 
further describes the selection of comparison mode based on if the reference image is 
valid (Page 32 Lines 13-16). This comparison mode is then used by the system to 
determine if objects have entered an area of interest (Page 30 Lines 4-6). This is 
viewed by the Examiner to satisfy the above claim limitation. Note, the Examiner views 
the system performing the operation of detecting the contrast between pixels within a 
window and determining if there is sufficient contrast for processing via contrast 
comparison algorithms as satisfying the claim limitation. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

Claims 7-10, 37 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated 
by International Publication WO 02/073086 A1 to Honeywell, 
[claim 7] 

As shown in Figure 3, Honeywell teaches a device for monitoring an area of 
coverage around a working tool. The device comprises a camera (10) and a computer 
unit (70) that is coupled to the camera and a switching output (74, 530 of Fig. 13). The 
switching output having means integrated into the computer for storing and classifying a 
reference background. The reference background is an image recorded with the 
camera of an object-free security zone within the area of coverage (Page 7 Lines 10-20, 
Page 16 Lines 10-19). 

Honeywell further discloses a means for checking the reference background with 
respect to non-homogeneity, wherein the reference background is rejected as non-valid 
only if the non-homogeneity detected within a predetermined variance distance falls 
below a predetermined level and the reference background is otherwise classified as 
valid (Page 26 Lines 3-1 1 , Page 30 Lines 4-6 and Page 3-1 6). Note, it is viewed by the 
Examiner that the means of Honeywell inherently contains a predetermined level as 
Honeywell selects the mode based on the contrast level. 
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The device further comprises the means integrated into the computer for 
releasing an object detection system in dependence on the classification of the 
reference background (Page 21 Lines 25-28 and Page 22 Lines 12-27, Fig. 17). 

The device further comprises the means integrated into the computer for 
comparing actual images of the security zone, recorded with the camera and a 
reference background classified as valid. A detection of a safety-critical object within 
the security zone occurs if the actual image differs significantly from the reference 
background and wherein the working tool is activated via the switching output that is 
triggered by the computer unit, but only if no safety-critical object is located within the 
security zone (Page 8 Lines 12-20, Page 13 Lines 15-18 and Page 13 Line 31 -Page 14 
Line 2, Page 1 4 Lines 1 5-21 ). 
[claims 8 and 9] 

As shown in Figure 17, Honeywell teaches the use of a binary control signal 
having switching states of which indicate whether the existing reference background is 
classified as value or non-valid (Page 21 Lines 25-31, Page 22 Lines 12-19). Figure 17 
further shows the object detection system is released or blocked in dependence on the 
switching states of the binary control signal (Page 22 Lines 15-27). 
[claim 10] 

Honeywell further teaches the output via an indicator output that is coupled to the 
computer unit (Page 7 Lines 21-25, Page 16 Lines 10-19). 
[claims 37 and 38] 
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Honeywell teaches the safety-critical objects are persons or arms of a 
person(Page 6 Line 7, Page 19 Lines 4-8, Fig. 1). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 11- 16 and 18-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over International Publication WO 02/073086 A1 to Honeywell as applied 
to claim 10, in further view of US Patent 3,010,024 to Barnett et al. 
[claim 11] 

As shown above Honeywell teaches the requirements of claim 10 (Figs. 3 and 
17). Honeywell is silent on the use of two cameras which form a redundant camera 
system using a beam divider. 

As shown in Figures 1 and 2, Barnett teaches a detection system using a beam 
divider (28) in addition to two cameras (10 and 11) to provide a redundant system (Col 3 
Lines 55-60 and Lines 70-74, Col 4 Lines 15-21 and Line 55-71, Col 5 Lines 5-53). 
Barnett teaches the benefit of the system is that it provides an accurate and rapid 
means for detecting and tracking high speed moving objects (Col 1 Lines 9-12 and 
Lines 1 6-1 8). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to use the camera system of Barnett with the detection system of 
Honeywell in order to provide an accurate and rapid means for detecting. 



Application/Control Number: 10/702,093 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2621 

[claim 12] 

As shown above for claim 11, Barnett teaches each camera has an associated 
independent computer unit (Col 1 Line 71 -Col 2 Line 5). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the camera system of 
Barnett with the detection system of Honeywell in order to provide an accurate and 
rapid means for detecting, 
[claims 13 and 14] 

As shown for claims 7 and 10, Honeywell teaches the system provides a 
switching output and indicator output. As shown for the rejection of claim 1 1 , it would 
have been obvious to modify the system of Honeywell with the multiple processing units 
of Barnett in order to provide an accurate and rapid means for detecting. Since the 
modification would only modify the processing such as the process 790 of Figure 17, 
the system as a whole still actuates the switching output and activates the indicator 
output. Thus the switching and indicator outputs are controlled by both computer units, 
[claim 15] 

Barnett further teaches the cameras are identical or at least operate in the same 
way (Col 3 Lines 70-75). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to use the camera system of Barnett with the detection system 
of Honeywell in order to provide an accurate and rapid means for detecting, 
[claim 16] 

As shown in Figures 1 and 2, Barnett teaches the two computer units have 
identical hardware structures (Col 4 Line 40-Col 5 Line 75). It would have been obvious 
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to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the camera system of 
Barnett with the detection system of Honeywell in order to provide an accurate and 
rapid means for detecting, 
[claim 18] 

Barnett further teaches each computing unit stores the reference background 
(Col 5 Lines 5-37). Note, the differential amplifiers subtract the background from the 
video signal, thus the reference background is stored long enough to perform this 
action. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the camera system of Barnett with the detection system of Honeywell in 
order to provide an accurate and rapid means for detecting, 
[claim 19] 

As shown above for claim 8, the system of Honeywell provides the ability to 
release the object detection system via the binary control signal (Page 22 Lines 15-27, 
Fig. 1 7). Further, as shown for claim 1 1 , it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the camera system of Barnett with the 
detection system of Honeywell in order to provide an accurate and rapid means for 
detecting. Since the modification would only modify the processing such as the process 
790 of Figure 17, the system as a whole still actuates the switching output. Thus, the 
binary control signal releases the object detection system only if the reference 
background in both computer units is classified as valid, 
[claims 20-22] 
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Barnett further teaches the comparison is made between the images actually 
recorded with the cameras and the reference background is stored in the computer 
units (Col 5 Lines 5-17). Image characteristics are obtained for the image information 
that is input (Col 5 lines 13-42). The image characteristics determined in the two 
computer units are compared via the connection between the two computer units (Col 6 
Lines 20-56). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to use the camera system of Barnett with the detection system of 
Honeywell in order to provide an accurate and rapid means for detecting. 

Claims 25-36 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
International Publication WO 02/073086 A1 to Honeywell as applied to claim 7, in view 
of US Patent Application Publication 2001/0041077 A1 to Lehner et al. 
[claim 25] 

As shown above, Honeywell teaches the requirements of claim 7. Honeywell 
does not teach the use of a warning zone in addition to the security zone. 

As shown in Figure 3, Lehner teaches the use of a warning zone (8) in addition to 
the security zone (7) (Paragraphs [0051]-[0052]). Lehner further teaches a warning 
indicator is activated via a warning output if a safety-critical object is located in the 
warning zone (Paragraphs [0052]-[0054]). Lehner teaches the benefit of a warning 
zone is to warn a user before entering a security zone (Paragraph [0053]). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the system of Honeywell with the warning zone of Lehner in order to warn a 
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user before entering the user enters a security zone as taught by Lehner (Paragraph 

[0053]). 

[claim 26] 

As shown in Figure 3, the warning zone (8) is adjacent to the security zone (7) 
(Paragraph [0051]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the system of Honeywell with the warning zone of 
Lehner in order to warn a user before entering the user enters a security zone as taught 
by Lehner (Paragraph [0053]). 
[claim 27] 

Lehner further teaches the reference background comprises the security zone 
and the warning zone (Paragraph [0039], [0050], and [0081]). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
system of Honeywell with the warning zone of Lehner in order to warn a user before 
entering the user enters a security zone as taught by Lehner (Paragraph [0053]). 
[claims 28 and 29] 

Lehner further teaches the detection of the movement direction of the safety- 
critical object within the warning zone can be detected and the warning indicator is 
activated only if a safety-critical object is located within the warning zone and moves 
towards the security zone (Paragraph [0054]). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the system of Honeywell 
with the warning zone of Lehner in order to warn a user before entering the user enters 
a security zone as taught by Lehner (Paragraph [0053]). 
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[claims 30 and 31] 

Lehner further teaches several security zones and warning zones are 
respectively provided, wherein tone switching output is assigned respectively to a 
respective security zone and a warning output is assigned to each respective warning 
zone (Paragraph [0055]). Lehner further teaches shutting down the working tool if a 
safety-critical object is located in at least one security zone (Paragraph [0056]). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the system of Honeywell with the warning zone of Lehner in order to warn a 
user before entering the user enters a security zone as taught by Lehner (Paragraph 
[0053]). 
[claims 32-38] 

Honeywell teaches the working tool may be hazardous equipment, raw materials 
processors, or any other machine that could present a danger to a person (Page 5 Line 
32-Page 6 Line 9). Honeywell is silent on the working tool being a robot, printing 
machine, feeding device, press or folding press. 

Lehner teaches the working tool is a robot (Paragraph [0034]). Lehner further 
teaches the working tool is a printing machine (Paragraph [0031]). Lehner further 
teaches the working tool is a folding press, thus satisfying the requirements of claim 35 
and 36 (Paragraph [0002]). Lehner teaches the press is feed by the operator thus 
satisfying the requirements for a feeding device (Paragraph [0037]). 

Allowable Subject Matter 
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Claims 17, 23 and 24 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ERICK REKSTAD whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7338. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on 571-272-7418. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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